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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . The amendment filed on 10/09/2007 has been entered and fully considered. 

2. Claims 1-11 are pending. Claims 1 and 5 are the base independent claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

1. Claims 1, 3, and 4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Gloe (US Pub. No. 20040083306). 

Gloe teaches a method and apparatus for maintaining Internet Domain. 

2. Regarding claim 1, Gloe discloses a method of allocating an Internet Protocol 
(IP) address and detecting duplication of the IP address in a network environment (See 
Figures 2, 6, and 7), comprising the steps of: allocating an initial IP address to a 
terminal (See Figure 6, element 603 and Figure 7, element 702, and Paragraphs 9 
and 37. Note that the terminals are self configuring and generate IP address); 
sending and receiving broadcast messages (See Paragraph 31); detecting duplication 
of the IP address while sending and receiving the broadcast messages (Figure 7, step 
704 and Paragraph 56 and Paragraph 169 and section 5.4); updating a Duplicate 
Address Detection (DAD) table through searches of at least one of a DAD table and a 
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history table (See Figure 4, and Paragraphs 41, 87, 92, and 114); and determining 
whether a collision of the IP address occurs using a DAD timer handler (See Paragraph 
154). 

3. Regarding claim 3, Gloe discloses a method wherein the terminal allocates 
the initial IP address to Itself. (See Figure 6, element 603 and Figure 7, element 702, 
and Paragraphs 9 and 37. Note that the terminals are self-configuring and 
generate IP address) 

4. Regarding claim 4, Gloe discloses a method, wherein the broadcast messages 
are one-hop broadcast messages. (See Paragraph 31 - by definition broadcast 
messages are one hop and in this case from the router to each host is considered 
one hop.) 

5. Claims 5, 6, and 8-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated 
by Koodll et al (US Pub. No. 2004/0081 122), hereinafter refen-ed to as Koodll. 

Koodii teaches a method and system for fast IP connectivity in a mobile network. 

6. Regarding claim 5, Koodii discloses a method of allocating an Internet Protocol 
(IP) address and detecting duplication of the IP address in a network environment (See 
Figures 3 and 4), comprising the steps: (a) initially allocating a tentative IP address to a 
tenninal (See Paragraph 32 - tentative IP in Koodli's system is referred to as 
unconfirmed IP address) (b) detemriining whether the tentative IP address can be 
used by the terminal (See Figure 3, steps 304, 306, and 308); (c) comparing the 
tentative IP address with at least one other IP address (Figure 3, step 316); 

(d) If the tentative IP address has a duplicate, selecting an advisory IP 
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address that does not exist (See Figure 3, step 316 - advisory IP address is referred 
to as normal address in Koodii's system); (e) sending the advisory IP address to the 
terminal (See paragraph 56) (f) performing step (b) using the advisory IP address as 
the tentative IP address. (See paragraphs 32 and 56 - if the terminal generates the 
advisory IP address then it goes through the DAD duplication check and if the 
router generates it the DAD check is not needed.) 

7. Regarding claim 6, Koodii discloses a method wherein the temiinal allocates 
the tentative IP address to itself. (See Paragraph 32 - tentative IP in Koodii's system 
is referred to as unconfirmed IP address.) 

8. Regarding claim 8, Koodii discloses a method wherein the network environment 
has no central server. (See Figure 1 - no central server is shown or taught) 

9. Regarding claim 9, Koodii discloses a method, wherein at least one other IP 
address Is located in a duplicate address detection (DAD) table. (See Paragraph 50 
and Figure 4 - steps 408, 410, 420, 422) 

10. Regarding claimlO, Koodii discloses a method, wherein the advisory IP address 
does not exist in the DAD table. (See Paragraph 50 and Figure 4 - steps 408, 414, 
416, 420, 424) 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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11. Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Gloe in 
view of Uematsu (US Pub. No. 2002/0075836). 

Uematsu teaches a method of checking address duplication in an ad-hoc 
environment, 

12. Regarding claim 2, Gloe fails to disclose a method wherein the network 
environment is an ad-hoc network environment. 

. Uematsu discloses a method of checking duplicate address in an ad-hoc 
environment. (See Paragraph 2, Figures 1,2, and 21) 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Gloe's duplicate address checking method to incorporate 
it in an ad-hoc environment. The motivation is to minimize IP address collision and 
consequently packet collision in the shared medium. 

13. Claims 7 and 11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Koodii in view of Uematsu (US Pub. No. 2002/0075836). 

14. Regarding claim 7, Koodii fails to disclose a method wherein the network 
environment is an ad-hoc network environment. 

Uematsu discloses a method of checking duplicate address in an ad-hoc 
environment. (See Paragraph 2, Figures 1,2, and 21) 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Koodli's duplicate address checking method to 
incorporate it in an ad-hoc environment. The motivation is to minimize IP address 
collision and consequently packet collision in the shared medium. 
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15. Regarding claim 11, Koodii discloses a method, wherein a neighboring terminal 
selects the advisory IP address. (See Figures 2 and 3 Paragraphs 46-48 the 
neighboring terminal being the new access router) 

Koodii fails to disclose the mobile node having functionality like detecting 
duplicate IP address and selecting advisory IP address. . (See Paragraph 2, Figures 
1,2, and 21 - once detecting a duplicate IP address is established selecting an 
advisory IP address for the neighboring terminal is obvious as it is the norm in a 
network that is operated in a centralized manner) 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Koodli's duplicate address checking method to 
incorporate selecting advisory IP address by neighboring temiinal. The motivation is to 
minimize IP address collision and consequently packet collision in the shared medium. 

Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed 10/9/2007 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

2. In the Remarks, with respect to claim 1 , Applicant argues that the limitation 
"determining whether a collision of the IP address occurs using a DAD timer handler** is 
not taught by Gloe in the cited teachings of Gloe. Applicant in the first paragraph on 
page 5 of the Remarks that simply argues the timer cited in Gloe is not used to 
determine whether a collision of the IP address occurred. 
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Examiner respectfully disagrees. Applicant also concedes in the first paragraph 
on page 5 of the Remarks that Gloe's timer is used to Indicate delay between 
consecutive neighbor solicitations transmissions performed during duplicate address 
detection as stated In paragraph 154. If that is the case all the limitation is requiring 
some kind of timer to Indicate a duplicate IP address has been detected. But the 
discussion regarding the delay Is further elaborated In paragraph 182 in that it is 
Introduced to alleviate different nodes starting up about the same time seeking same 
address and if the timer expired it is certainly an indication of an IP address collision 
resulting from two nodes seeking the same duplicate IP address. 
3. In the Remarks, with respect to claim 5, Applicant argues that the limitation "(e) 
sending the advisory IP address to the temiinal" Is not taught by Koodll. In the second 
paragraph of page 6 of the Remarks, Applicant argues the teachings cited by the 
Examiner fails to show a normal or an advisory address being sent to the temilnal. 

Examiner respectfully disagrees. First of all the limitation "(e) sending the 
advisory IP address to the terminal" Is preceded by limitation (d) that requires the 
advisory IP address only existing if the temporary IP address is a duplicate. This Is 
also the case with Koodli's teachings as shown In Figure 3 block 316. The advisory IP 
address is selected as a new address in Figure 3, block 316 when the temporary IP 
address is determined to be a duplicate adequately meeting the limitation (d) of claim 5. 
Clearly Examiner cited Koodli's paragraph 56 to teach the alleged missing limitation "(e) 
sending the advisory IP address to the terminal". Koodli's paragraph 56 redirects the 
reader to Figure 3 blocks 310 to 312 in which clearly Koodll shows that the Link Frame 
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Type is set with tlie new IP address (i.e. Advisory IP address) and normal transmission 
proceeds using the new IP address as shown in Figure 3, block 314 and further 
confirmed in Koodli's paragraph 58. 

4. In the Remarks, with respect to claim 6, Applicant argues that the terminal is 
required to allocate IP to itself without the assistance of a proxy router. Examiner 
respectfully disagrees that the mobile allocating IP to itself does not preclude the 
generation of an IP address by an external entity. Generating an IP address and 
allocating the IP address for use are two different processes. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expirie later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning tliis communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Habte Mered whose telephone number is 571 272 6046. 
The examiner can nonnally be reached on Monday to Friday 9:30AM to 5:00PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Doris H. To can be reached on 571 272 7629. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Infomnation regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more infomfiatlon about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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